December 30 » 1971 


To: Files, Ktf, JNS 

De: Justice Boot. 7 of I requests (MeDermid, Quiroga, Butler) 

Defer to Mitchell s letter of 12/20 to me and my reply of this date. 

/'^ nce Siting any sort of reply from these people is like pulling teeth, 

1 defended not to push any further on these specific points now that I have 

exhausted my administrative hee remedies, Mitchell did not reply to several 

specie ^c questions in my appeal letter - is the FBI investigation of the assassination 

continuing on an active basis; what law-enforcement purposes specifically 

were involved in cases where the am exemption is claimed, etc." 

n **?* ^ reply is just a minimum acknovldegement, except for the discussion 
°- c p. f53*_ I considered not saying any more and jSaaca planning to let out 
Qvsytning i have^if/whnn I go a?; to court, but I feel that to iHrvfr file a 
suit with the primary intent of setting a precedent or making the FBI look 
foolish, rather than getting information, is not proper and much too risky. 

- • <now a H 1 T - fan t to know about the McDermis business. (Recall also that I 
have talked to him. ) 

Going through il’s letter for specific points: 

-iOte- o/er 6 months delay. Xt took over 5 months for the grHR?i original 
denial . . 21y original request was Dec. 9, 19701 

Point la - compare the original denial (you have all this file. ) Gcore 
one for us - they refused me something that was published. 

(lb) - as my reply indicates, KcDermid’s privacy has nothing to do with 
11;. l m sure they just didn't want to indicate to me the real reason for 
denial. 

It a not tru that CD 653 is "exclusively concerned" with this; only p. 2 
la. Pa|-e 3 realtes to an informant's (± uninteresting)' reuort of a CP meeting. 

(I hadn t asked for anything but page 2, so M's statement is an innocent slioT) 


literature ; 
"what he 


— _ — v -‘■jj — ^ t xi o a La ociiic 

Point c - Interesting that M, ss says "communist 
1 had only quoted Quiroga, as quoted bj^ the SB; he said f it wa 
assumed to oe pro-carnmonist literature. ' The FBI's opinions are showing. 

Various explanations for all this: The FBI purged its" files, or lied to" 
Kitchell (or^the local FBI lied to D.C.); the FBI has but really couldn’t find 
a record; Quiroga lied to the S.S. (as part of some cover story); the S.S. 
misquoted Quiroga. V-e-r-y interesting. 

I wonder about the subject of the post-ll/2? Quiroga contacts, ifote that 
iG. does not claim all the info, was provided to the 9. C . . One possibility: 
the FBI (derogatory) reports on Pena. Might CQ have been a source, that is? 

.’oint 3 - review the arguments in my letter a requesting review. .Also, 
Butler s picture was on p.3 of j & gfcfc 11/23 T-? in this connection. I simply 
SPifc believe that ±ks CD 231 was the only interview. Mote that Mitchell 
says we are informed oy the FBI a lot in his letter. This may indicate that 
the asssstant who drafted it was a bit suspicious himself and preferred not to 
endorse the FBx s claim more than necessary. 


P.E.: It may be particularly ironic for the FBI to be pretend/ing concern 
for MeDermid *3 urivacy. .As I recall, he was one of the attorneys for Chicago 
id: Mafiso Earn Giancana is his successful suit against FBI harassment in July 19&3* 
KcD ■feaTh rv told me he was well-known to the FBI because 2 of this case. 

(Reference : hoover's FBI, p. lob (paperback edition.)) 



